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Abstract* 



A 



Designed to create a foundation for collaboration betweenliresearch 
on teaching and research on reading, this critical revletf of teacher 
effectiveness first provides a historical perspective aa a means for. 
creating a "copmbn ground** between the two fields^* Teacher "effectiveness 
finding* are then presented In two major categories, - The first exam ines 



dlreht Instruction* classroom management f and psychological conditions >■ 
as thes* contribute to opportunity to , learn. ; The second examines the 
research bn teacher' planning aKd teacher decision making as these , 
Illustrate the prevalence of technical teacher behavior* Implications 
for the reading profession are presented In tgrm*"of teacher) education, 
reading research* and possible cooperative ventures between research on 
reading. and research on teaching* The prevalent- theme throughout the 
review Is the need; for both reading and teaching " research xo begin 
looking beyond opportunity to learn and ■ technical teacher b^^avior to 
examine the qualitative dlmen*ions,of teacher effectiveness 



i TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS RESEARCH! 1 - 

i^i^iows. for jiie^rf^ing 



Gera^ G* Duffy 



In an old sl w Yorker cartoon, a* 
psychiatrist Vaya\ to a reading teacher 
the couch, "Now, as I understand 
)iir problm-began-whea lijttle ^— "- 
Stttfte Jones said that she didn't 
have a learning disability but that 
you\had a teaching disability* 11 



Reading ^rpfesaionals Tiave be ea-keenly-atfa re of the- recent — 
explosiop of knowledge in language and language acquisition*' Hie 
resultant focus^fon the interactive nature of reading ana on the 
child's language processing hflfe altered forever the way people 



think about the nature* of the reading process. 

* However, reading is not the only research revolution ip town*. 



Another one~-a revolution focused on the teaching procese^hae 
altered wdersfcanding if 34fe in classrooms just as the revolu* 
tion in reading has altered understanding of tjie reading process* 
Both the former^- symbolized by but not limited to the Institute 
for Research on Teaching at Michigan State University, and the latter, 
symbolized by but- not limited to the Center for the Study of Reading 



ac the university of Illinois, have grtt£jnEWt3«T~foir proving" 
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reading instruction in schools* To date, however* the two 
resi^artfh devolutions have been moving forward "out of- earshot" of 



each other* Research on reading 'reflects little of what has been ' 
discovered about teaching;- the research 1- on teaching reflects few of 

. the findings about the reading process. * 

.1 believe that* collaborative 'efforta-by the two research 
communities would have greater Impact at the classroom level than 
Independent ones* , Consequently; thla review of teacher effective- 
ness ^research is designed to be a £ irst - s t e pr in a dialogue between 
the two research communities/ Since It is a review~o£ teachfcr * 
effec iveaess, it must necessarily emphasize how -research on teach- 
ing contributes to reading more than the reverse* Nevertheless* it 
is based on my faith that the two* research coaminities have the 
potential to reciprocally inform each pther and, ultimately, to 

'make significant collaborative contributions to classroom reading 
Instruction in* the decade ahead* 



* Background , 
The research oh reading Ka?| helped us understand ~thfe 'Implicit 
contractual agreement between the writer and the reader in which 
the writer must establish "points of contact" between the message 
jmd the reader's experience (Tierney & LaZansky, 1980)* Since 



i 



my purpose is to encourage a collaborative joining of two diverse . 
research communities, it is appropriate that. I provide such "points 
. of contact" and encourage the "schema-match" necessary for the goal 
of this paper to be achieved* These points of contact are dis- 
cussed in three categories:* the history of teacher effectiveness . 
research, -the evolving concept of teacher effectiveness, and con- 
flic ting conceptions of teaching* . 



■*The first point of contact invplves ah understanding of the 
massive evolution that' has occurred 'in research on teaching in 



the^pagt ten years* The history of this evolution is presented here 
in two sections: the "old' 1 and the "hew' 1 . research on teacher 

■ u 

effectiveness* , ,* - - - / i I 

J / - * * 

The "Old" Teacher Effectiveness Researcfr r 

# I * _ * - . *- - — — — — 

* Teacher effectiveness research is not new. To the contrary, 

iti has heenr going on in one form or' another for the entire twenti-A 
eth century* Jts impact prior to 1975 was merger, however* The 
Am&rican Educational Research Association Committee on the Criteria 
of Teacher Effectiveness (Barr^ Bechdolt, poxe, Gage,. Orleans, 

Remmers, J? Ryans, 1952) stated the case clearly when they said: ■ 

r ^ . "y 

The simple fact of the matter is that, \ ' 
after * forty 'VMVs^.of research on 
teacher -effectiveness during -which a "j 
' vast number 'of studies have been carried * , * 
out, one ca" point; t}o few outcomes that 
a '-superintendent of. schools can safely 
: , employ in hiring a teacher or granting , * 
him tenure, that: an agency can employ a ( 

itr certifying teachers, or that a 
\ teacher education faculty can*t^ploy 

in planning or Improving teacher 
: education* programs v : * . r 1 

Even 22 years later, Duncan and Biddle's '1974) statement. 

that theirs is\**the first _text^yetL written^ t hat-concerns the 

. ^ ^ . ^ , ^ 



study of teaching" a sad commentary on the significance of the 

ft old" teacher effectiveness reseatfch. ^' 

\ ' - ' 

What was % the nature of this* "old 1 ' research? Medley (1977a,' 

1979) and Duncan and Biddle (1974) provide excellent histories* 

' ■ <\ * j L , ~_ 

Essentially, the "old 11 teacher effectiveness Research had three 



thrusts. 



The first focused on teacher personality and educational 
characteristics as they- related to student j^ttitudes and+achieve- 
dfent; The earliest studies of this type asked pupils to describe ^ 

x * . . ' ' " " f - 

effective teachers > with lists of traits being produced €hat 

J^PP^^y^^^K 6 ^ effective teachers. This approach failed* not 

only; because Ihe. correlations between characteristics and achieve- 

ment were low and inconsistant front study to study but because, » as' 

Medley (l977a) pointed out,- the research was based o"n f 

t . m ... - . . " . * . ^ : . ...... . ^ * , 

'teachers pfarceiyed as effective. In 
no "instance waB-ariy evidence adduced to 
show that teachers possessing these 
- characteristic* ware actually more effective 
* in promoting pupil achievement *of any of " . 

the goals of education* That is, tfre 
lists were never shown to be valid. . ^ ■ m . 

t Insofar as the lists described anyone, 
■ v they described the teacher who looks 
v effective, _ 

- 1 , < - f 

Perhaps Artley^(1969) provided the epitaph fior this research > from 
the standpoint of reading professionals as wellj^s the profession * 
as a whole, tfhen he said: t 



As a restflt> they have described-^ or us 
a kind' of invisible, ghost-like person 
who, in fact, .may not exist. She 
has been- found to be inoperative, 

-Bympathetic-t^paiaed* She ia^wetl-- — 

groomed, ^healthy f "imaginative f and 
cooperatively She gats alohg^wlth her 
co»wdri£ers aM her ^ principal -arid She 
gets her repwts in on time* As one^ 
oj; my friends \said> *s>e has the same 
characteristics we expect from a 
good bar girlvf . * 



/ 



A aecond type of "old 11 * effectiveness research, quite familiar 
V the. reading professional, attempted to prove one method Superior 
to another* Thia Research, lSke moat "old* 1 studies, ignored th& 
instructional- procesaea-and" classroom interactions which are the" , 

- tessence of peaching and, like the Firat Gra<Je Studies (Bond 6+ . t 

Dyfcstrs/ 1967) and othera, contributed little to the understanding 
■ ■ * • * 

- c what makes an effective teacher* - 

/ - T ? 

The third raToV^type^emerging ip the late 1950* b and early 

/ ■ : * . *' v * „ 

% 1960*8, emphasized systematic obaervation of classroom interactions, 
particularly verbal interactions (Flanders, 1£70; Medley & Mitzel, 
1963)* Amazingly; thia is the firat time that researchers began 



looking inaide classrooms ^nd, as auch, it 4 heralded the approach 
*of the "new" research on teacher effectiveness that Vaa to follow 
in the 1970 f s. Generally speaking, howevet, the - eaifly-f orms or. this 



r research 



had limited initial impact, largely because of what Duncan 



and Blddle (1974) call "commitmenta" — the conducting of research in 
order to prove the importance _of particular values held by the 



researcher* 



In sum, the "a^d" research did little. to explain teacher 




ffectiveness* In l£?5, Rupley ((Rote 1) was forced to deacrtbe teacher 



effectiveness in reading as a "puzzle phenomenon" consisting of 

bits and pieces thatN could ndt be fitted together to say anything 

meaningful about how toNbonduct an effective reading progr&m. 

g \ „ ■ 

Duncan and Biddle ( £jL974) aijaroarize the impact of the "old!!* reaearch 



1 



-S3 \ 

* 

c 



^ L # 



, bynkayiag: 



.y 



MuchTresearch .on tea&fieFlffectiveness — - ^ 
has been conducted, but tittle knowledge J 
"" ^^a^rjbeen- developed from the "effort, 
■ ' . ; 1 Indeed, so little has been known that' ' 
some educators have concluded that, 
teaching i$ iuiknowable--one of the * ' , */ 
mystic skills akin to preaching or, & 
artistic creativity* Other educators • 
' have considered the 1 activities of - ■ ■ t ^ 

■ . teaching to be so obvious as to t^fee^ no 
research at all, Thus, master teachers . 
-write'books In which they recon»end the_ & 
strategies they, have found 'workable In the 
classroom/ novelists such as Jonathan 
^ K020I or Bell Kaufman entejrtain us with ' % 

archtypical description s: of t eaching 
practices fro« a single school, and - * 

% curriculum Innovators outline new teaching 
programs in expectation thSt -they will 
be conducted' in the manner specified 
and that they have the effects desired. 
Still other educators *hatve t ini'sense; * 
given , up on teaching, and concluded th£t 
pupili wiU learn regardless-of^-or >n 
< spite of —teacher's ^effort, or, that gpod " w 

teaching consists merely of the provision \^ 
for a M supportive learning environment," ^ 

* . - j - " & 

' ' * ' \ 

tf . The "New 11 . Teacher Effectiveness Research \ T" * * , 
_ ■ ~ $ n * 

The pre~1970 researched 14 not provide substantive data regard- 4 

Vj r J " * * 

ing the nature of teacher effectiveness. - What hapgeried In the * ■ 



1970's to, change this? 



The critical -difference, was lhat, observations came into, use 



** to determine What ^oes on inside classroc©s* Observation* was not 

a Regular part of tjie f 'old ,r research studies ami Ino ^ 
„ ^pne, knew what was actually happenlng t particularly as it related 



to the instruct ional^nteractloti between teachers and students* 



^ 



10 



The result was that assumptions ^about^wftW" happened in classroom; 
instruction went largely unchallenged and teaching principles f 
generalizations, and theories based on these assumptions were ug*~ 

• •' *■•*" • \ ' ••• -. . 

critically, accepted. Recent research,- in contrast, has been 

' \ 1 ■ ' 



dominated by classroom observation. Two methodologies have 

nr - \ f 

emerged in which^bsei^a^ion-4myAeea^u8ed"tn"dif ferent-VHvg^tfT 



\ 



achieve different purposes: process-product studies and descrip- 
tive studies, 

Process^prodUct research , Proceis-product studies employ 

"*■ -\- • . - . ■ * . . 

observation tools that trained observers use when visiting class- 



\ 



i^m i »■ — ' 



rooms ito record how tCT^^^£^^la r: phenomenon ndted. oh tfre - _ ^ . ™ „ 



tibife are^^L^t^^with the indiyidua^tea&her the unit of: j 



analysis >■ ^rMetermine ^he correlation between particular coded 

- ; ' ^ ■ . , :- : \ y ; 

items and achievement- growth as determined by standardized, achieve- 

« ■ * " ... / " A 

rt tests and/or by' less formal attitude messures* Influenced * 
oy the behavior is tfc tradition, the focus has been the overt acts 
of teachers and the relation between the .frequency v of these acts 
and various measurable outcomes* Historically, such research had * 

not been very successful* However f 'Rosenshine tfnd Fiirst ^( ,1973)— and 

Duncan and Biddle T C1974) created a comprehensible mosaic out of 




what had previously been a confused and largely contradictory mas; 

of data and are credited with providing the springboard for the 

* . - " ■ * 

growth and acceptance of this type of research* Subsequent > 



Lsa 



*? 



methodological improvements-(see-Brophyy Note- 2) -have-since 

solidified its position. ' " . * " * ^ 

* - — ^ . ■* 

The prficess-pjbduct findings, ( expressed' as middle-range 
correlations that have been demonstrated to be consistent frdm 
It^dy to study, point to a string relationship between certain _ 



clusters ol teacFer beHavl^r^ aiuTstudfent outcomes, VSrther f and 
most encouraging, these constellations of behaviors have been 
validated in experimental studies (for excellent examples of such 
"experimental, validations of , process-product findings, see Anderfofi, 

BvLrtson, & Brophy, 1979; Good & Grows, Note 3; qnd Stanford's . 

j ' \ ^ * * * * * * ■* " 

Program on Teaching Effectiveness, Note 4)/- Medley (1977a) summarizes 

./ . T - y ^ : - * _ 

the impact of the process-product research by stating that the 
"risk that any of them (findings) will be disproven by future- 



research is slight* 

' Nevertheless, process-product research has not, been without : 
critics* Conceptually,, it has fceen criticized as too narrow and 
-prescriptive (Doyle, Cazden, Note 5>, too simplified in the 

face of classrGoii' cbmplexities (Fisher & Bfeliner, Note 6) and too 

. . * - - * ■ * 

tfehavioris^ic rather than cognitive £Lanlef kSftt/lifran, Note 7). 
Methodologicaily^^}ie„pate&tial_lack^^ 



in the-observationjme^ures.^ and the design/analysis weaknesses 
associated with correlational Studies have all beert criticised 
(Koehler, J.977), 

Descriptive research , Such criticisms contributed to the rise 



of descriptive, or qualitative, research* As Koehler (1977) has 

pointed out t qualitative research attempts to describe or define v 
i 

< s 

the, process, to determine what is rather than what should be* It 

is l^ks concerned with improvement and more concerned with under- 

J 

standing* * 

Despite the common^ devotion *to classroom observation, 
the differences between descriptive and the more improvement** . ^ 
oriented prbcess-product research are startling* While-the pyocess- 
product researcher observes specific behaviors with a predetermined 

Observation form in multiple classroom settings, ;the descriptive 

..." . ; " V >. ^ 

^researcher observes a limited number of ciassrdoms, (some^imes^only 

one) t - avoids specifying the precise behavfcrS being SQught-and 

records the classroom life Cas well as impressions 6f , this life) 1 

in free-form field notes* In^contrast to the process-product * ■ 

research', descriptive" research comes from, an anthropological 

tradition, is heavily influenced by^ cognitive? psychology and- cogi^i- 

tive information processing, and serves a$ an umbrella for a variety' 

of types*— includingle tonography, . participant^ observation, and" 

socioliiiguistics, .among others* hike the prtt cess- product research, 

it has received criticism, with the focus £eing on the general 

absence of outcome measures, the ^reliability problem inherent in 

qualitative observation, limited sample si^p,and problems of c 

geneifslizability* Despite criticism -\nd_ diversity of style, however 

descriptive research has produced a rich array of bindings in the 

■ * ■ 

past five years* tempering tendencies to use process-product finding 
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in narrow, prescriptive ways by highlighting the variability of 
behavior in ths-c^assroom, the multiple complexities of classroom 
life, the immense ..information-processing task faced by teachers f and 
the multiple sociological forces that interact in the classroom* 

j 



The historical evolution of research on teacher effectiveness 



is the'first point of .contact between the reading and teaching 
communities* Because of the shift to .observation of classroom 
processes and because process-product and descriptive designs are 
currently being used in creative combinations, the nature of teacher 
effectiveness res^rch has changed dramatically in the pastlO years* 
Tp chalk e*f researqh on teaching on the basis of the way it used to be 
woqld.*be an error** 

The Expanding Concept of Teacher Effectiveness 

The above historical evolutipir has^ expanded ;the concept of 
teacher effectiveness, encompassing subtleties,.and complexities not 

traditionally associated with, the -term* ' This modification is a 

c * - * * ' f ■ 

* 

second point of contact v 1 

Prior, t a about 1975, teacher effectiveness research focused 

- \ • ' ' ' * / v . 

on determining the extent to which certain teacher behaviors pro- 

djLice greater amounts of specified pupil outcome* , By 1975, this 

research, largely conducted within the process-product paradigm, . 

had determined that certain patt^rqs o£ teacher instructional 
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behavior make a major difference In pupil achievement, 

* ^ 

This finding spurred. a. second research thrust! beginning in 



about 1975 i in which the importance of the teacher was assumed 
"and the questions focused more on why some teachers were jpore 
effective^ than others* The basic hypothesis was that instructional - 
Information processing and instructional decision making were the 
keys. However* the studies* primarily descriptive in nature* con- 
tradicted the hypothesis* suggesting instead that teaching is so 
complex that teachers must limit the amount of ^ information they 
process and that* in fact* the demands of the workplace prevent 
them from making significant decisions during the interactive phase 

of teaching, , \ \ l " 

* • ... . 

These findings -have 'triggered* a third set of studies* currently 

■ f 

underway* that examine the complexities 1 6f v the workplace as a 

%eaire for explaining why* teachers are less reflective itjian hypothe-* 

sized, These studies have taken three forms* depending upon the . 

breadth with which the- workplace is viewed* All*' however* are united in 

t be" belief that simply correlating 'teacher behavior with pupil out* 

come^ i v s insufficient in itself for understanding teacher effective- 

■ness* , - ; ' i * — 

t - At the first level* the workplace, is the classroom* with the 

complexity of, teaching explained both in t^rms of -technical ' ' 

and 5 social demands. Fisher* (Note- 8} describes the 'technical' demands,: > " 

Some of the, br,oad areas in whiph teachers ^ 
, " must be competent include' organization* 
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management. Interpersonal relationships, 
plannijig and evaluation, . . Within theae 
broad-areas* teachera must developed re- ^ 
fine a multitude of sub-skilla to 
accomplish the diagnosis, prescriptiona, 
the presentation, monitoring and feed- 
\ back fjuftctions'which support day-to-day. 

learning^ in the clasaroom. These akills _ 
" cannot be implemented one at a time. The 
nature of teaching is auch that several" 
skills are required simultaneously. 

Shulman (Note 9) descrlbea the caae for the aocial complexity 
A - 
of classrooms: 

Classrooms are complexly nested social 
syatems in whxch. participants are 
engage*' in jointl> produced^ucational 
.activities, reciprocally caused. and 
effected, negotiating. fbr opportunities . 
and competing for attention .agd under- 
K atanding. , - * " ( * - • - - z • 4 - / - \ 

^ Hence, at" the, classroom levels research focuses, on both 
technical and social complexities:, " The explloit curriculum, the 
."hidden"^ curriculum of implicit, rules and pxpcedurea that govern 
ciaaaro<im life, and thi t^loglfcal relationshlpa among them are all 
examined in order to understand why teachera appear to react in 
conditioned way* rather; than aa reflective d ec ia ton-maker s ^ 



*At the nex£ level,' the workplace involves more than* the 
qlassroom. Here, Shulman (Note .9) argues that the teacher's wjrld 
ericompaasea the, multiple role deminda of the tutor,- the clasaroom 
teacher-, the curriculum plainer, and the organization member. He - 
suggests that the information proceasing . of teachers is explained, 
afleaat in part, by a "role strain" resulting from the teacher'a 
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attempts to % accommodate the multiple demands of these four contexts* 

As such t he sees teaching as more than Information processing; it 

is also social-role processing and the teacher's mental life and Its 

impact on effectiveness cannot be understood unless the demands of 

the multiplicity of teaching contexts and th^ir respective. task 

- environments are understood* As he summarizes: 

The teacher is forking simultaneously^ 

as a tutor t instructor pedagogue ana 

organization member* Thus f the challenge 

of teaching is characterized by the need 

to work effectively within each level 

while -also nimbly negotiating one's way 

across levels* ■ Moreover* our concept 

of teacher jeffectivegess will surely 

be different depending up&n the level' * 

at whi^h we phoose to define and assess. - <r*~* 

effectiveness*- (Shulman. Kote'9) 

4 T - * 

„ At* its broadest f the teacher f s workplace is viewed as society 

t* ^ +- r : ^ ■ - f ^ 

as a whole. As described by * the "hew sociologists;" tb^-complexi-^ _ . 
ties of teaching can be attributed to pressures -that go beyond even 
w the organization level described^by Shultoan* In this view, these, 
complexities are best Understood when ± examined from the*f perspective 

_9.f_ the tea cheiras a mediator and negotiator of a v ariety of Jgxglicit 

■* < * 4 " * * 1 * 

•and implicit pressures and. mandates froouthe total society (Schwille,, 
* ' ■ * * ■ . . ' * , * *\ 

?orter f Gant f h Belli; Tloden> ?*eeman f fciappen f Ktihs f & Schmidt, 1979K 

Hence, the second point^of contact between the reading and 

teaching communities lies with understanding that the term "tfeacher 

\ „■ , 4 ■ ■ \ . " ' . * * < 

effectiveness 11 "has been modified.* The former* relatively simple 

>. - '*> ' * * . > * 

t confeept^lN^^un'ldirectJonal linear process in*which teacher 



\ 
\ 
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\ 

behaviors caused student outcomes In an Input/ output relationship 

has evolved Into a view of teaching as reciprocal interactions 

between teacher and context with effectiveness being a multi-faceted 

function of thls_interactlon. Recent research sfcows teacher 

* 

effectiveness to be a fat more complicated concept than was once 
thought. ^ g 

\ 

Conflicting Conceptions of Teaching * 

T?ie third point 6f contact between reading and teaching 
researchers Is embedded in the conceptlon~ea£h holds of teaching. 
Despite past references to the impoj^arw^bf the teacher by read- j 
Ins professionals such as Bond and DykstrA <1967)» Ramsey (1962), 
Artley (1969), and others, the readlngt.prof es§lon as a whole has - 
placed little emphasis on the actual act of teachings Reading;- * 
^educator?, .for^Mjj^nce, ape^more lllsfely* to debate whether the 



reading curriculum should reflect holistic or sub-skills analyses^ 
or whether basal texts <or language experience "iT^t^'best approach'! v 
phan thijy are to discuss what teacher 1?e!javlors Alight \timulate 

* desire d , r eading o utcomes. Further while 'rfesearcfaei^ oq teaching 

' - ■ - ' * J * 

emphasize teacher mediation pnd guidS^npe of learning,, fading $ 

professionals emphasize Jearner mediation,* argulKg thtft teacher 

, * K " ' ' « . ? 

guidance, Impedes readying acquisition by^con^fer^lntng. the "natural- ■ 

'ness" of learning. Bringing theBfc two "divergent backgrounds 

together Is, difficult, \xk anatteraot tp do so, the, differences 
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will be discussed first as a function of situational context *and t 
second/ as^a function of preserving the naturalness of language 
during instruction* * 

As a problem of situational context, the differences in con 4 - 

* * * a 

ceptic&s pf teaching can be understood by returning to Shulman's 
(Note 9) four levels of context: tutor, classroom instruction, 
curriculum development, and organization member. Historically, the 
reading profession h^s focused on understanding the naturae of t^ie 
reading process 0* function of the third level)* When translating 
this knowledge- to"' practice, the emphasis-has been on describing 

what resting is in methods courses and methods textbooks (a third- 

. -_ -i , , - ■ * 

level fpnction)vLorganl2ihg reading curriculum into basal .texts t 

, - - ■■ ■ /- - ■ ■ \ 

skill hierarchies t and 'curriculum guides Ugain» r a function off 

thg third level); and preparing clinicians. and remedial reading 

- ", * v i ' * 

specialists (a £unc'tlotf of the first level)*' Hence t the reading 



professional emphasizes Revels one and three* In contrast, however; 
researchers on teaching emphasize 'the second letfel**~clapsroom 
instruction* This Sifference iiv perspective accounts for much of 



the difference, in conceptions of teaching. . ^ '* 

* " * ' ■ - * , fc 

• , - * v 

A common ground between the two groups fiiight be-ithe fact that 

* '* - \ . * \ * •* * 

classroom teachers represent the largest clientele for both -research * 

* ■ . , /J ' * * * *- 

communities* While ^people in reading must certainly maintain their* r 

focus on the nature*of reading* -they nevertheless have a simultaneous 

responsibility for communicatiug "their -findings in terms tf* the 

classroom context shared' by the bulk of their clientele, JJy assuming 

this responsibility^ they could close the gap between the teaching 

conceptions ;held by reading and teaching resesrehers respectively* 
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Regarding the "naturalness" of language acquisition, research 

on the reading process suggests that comprehension is created by 

-the reader, not the teacher, -in response to the text, and that 

comprehension is, notv*omething that teachers can place directly 

- , into the heads of pupils. On the other hand, researchers on teaching 

report convincing data indicating that patterns of teacher behaviors 

* ' ' * 

do malce a difference in producing achievement gains (including gains 

in comprehension), and ^that many of the crucial l^chaviors involve ; 
^echniques of direct instruction, as opposedVto more passive^ in- 
structional apprfraches^that call for le^S teacher intervention* - v 
Herein lies a conflict.*' £ " v - s 

Perhaps the two groups can be brought closer together on this 
isgue 6y re-considering the concept of "naturalness." Because pupils 
create meanirtg out of their personalized experience backgrounds ^ 
does" not necespdtfily mean. that tfeachers .should not expedite ttiis 
* process by showingrth§ju hov to create meaning; it' only qieans that 

the guidance Jshbbld__no_t force? Jthe, child ta substitute the^ teacher 1 ^ ^ \ 

interpretatipn for his/her own. Hfence, 4 teachers can preserve the , * 
'naturalness of getting meaning .while still performing ths professional 

ta sk ot teaching pupi ls hoy to* Ret meaning/ Mtollabor&tive effifyrts j 

; ; , , . - . - * „ . r ' \ 

by the two research commuhitties in this* area could be quite fruitful.*. ^ 

■'Summary' -\ . 

' ' "Schematic mis-matches" could impede collaboration Vy the' - ■ 
. -reading and teaching research communities., Hopefully, the above - } 
discussion' of the evolution of teacher effectiveness research, ' the 
resultant modification of £fU concept of teacher effectiveness, 
and the potential conflict in conceptions of teaching will enhance , 



3\ 



contmunicatH 



[ 



However, it should also fca noted that communication is two- 
edged* TheArriter has a responsibility, but -en fagg the reader* 
As stated by Tiemey and LaZansky (Note 11): , 
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It is the responsibility, of a reader 
to bring to a text conceptualizations- 
wuich" support a reasonable interpretation 
of the text rather than result in an 
abandonment of the author f s message. 



Major Teacher Effectiveness Findings * 
The seventies was a decade of growth for research on teach- + ' 
ing. Mahjr studies^ both-pro««^product and descriptive t -were 
funded by the National Institute of Education or were conducted 
^independently* The bulk of these focused on the teaching of basic 
skills (mostly reading and mat&eniatics) in school settings ^h^fce 
academic achievement has* been traditionally, at; or-below national* - 

3 norms. A.multiplicity of findings emerged, but ] they can be discussed 

> 4 ■ ■ ■ & , ■ 

fa terms of^wo major conclusions: ? * > 

. X* /The most effective "teachers of ■ 
y - basic skills'generate th§ raostt 
y . . opportunity „tcu learn.. _. . \ . 



v 'Such teachers* are, technical 
-mana geys^- o f— ih stxu c tio nai — 



materials and activities; 
rather than theory-dr±ven and 
reflective' decisionmakers. * 



— — — r — "~ - - ~" "V V ~" T ~~ , - - — — ■ ^ 

These conclusions can have a far-reaching and significant * 

impact on the perception of classroom teaching. However t as Medley 

{1977a) has pointed out:* fe - . " ■ * \ 

\ r The profile of the effective " * . 

v . * teacher that emerges is not entirely v * 

1 consistent with the general consensus , ■„ 

of .flow a good teache5: behaves or with * ^ * 

the way teacher educators train* 

teachers to act-. * 
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Two points should be mkde about the aboVe -lack of congruence. 

First, the conclusions about teacher effectiveness represent 

t "v. ^ 

classroom life as it currently , is. \Second, such reality does not 

i necessarily .represent either wiiat effectiveness should be or what " 

f it can ultimately become. The findings do t however, serve as an 

Important* foundation for learning more (about the teaching process 

v and for making future teachers more effective than current ones. 

Opportunity to Learn \ * 

* r * 

Opportunely to learn is generally discussed in terms of - ^ 
Carroll f s £1963) model of school learning lit which three pupil 

variables — aptitude t ability, and persertferance — interact with both 

* ** " - *■ ' 

opportunity/ to learn and quality o£ instruction to account for- „ 
learning outcomes. The -findings from research on .teaching reflect 

three components* of the opportunity to learn vatiable: direbt - 

• * . " * ^ ' " ' ■* 

, , instruction, management, and psychological conditions'* * - v * ; 

" . . . : --- - *- >' ■ ~ 

Direct Instruction . Direct instructipn'is a global concept,- 

■' ' : ~ ' « % \ ■ • ** * * 

largely associated with reviews by Rpsenshine <(1976*, 1979, 1980).* 
that encompasses the variety of behaviors displayed by teachers in 




classrooms where learning gains are great: These beh^viots : can be 
discussed in terms of engaged time gnd teacher monitoring of pupil 

. •• • ' *•* ■ . I 

* activity. • * \ * J 

In the classroom,' a subject such as reading is allocated a - ~i " 
certain amount*of instructional time. .Engaged time is that propor- 
tion of the allocated 1 time in which 1 the student is on task oV 

^"engaged." The more time a student spends engaged- in an academic" 

ft I r ' i - ' *\ 

endeavor* the-more that will be learned; the less time engaged. 



the less* thatrwill.be learned (Berliner7~I97* 
***** * 
^ - * - - / 

ft 1978y. As Fisher, Berliner, Filby, Mar Have/ Cahen, and Dishaw 

I n 
(1980) said, v * / 



Two -classes might allocate the 

sapie amount of tdjae to reading ^ " 

instruction, but one claW migh^Kave 

almost twice as much reaj engaged 
* learning tijne as, the o£fier./Since 

engagement rate has b&en sfiown to be 

highlv^virlable ^ac^oss classes and 
sip&if that- variability has-been . 
,^pirically related to- achievement, 
{St is possible that increasing - ~ 
Ifengagoient rtftes will lead to 
'increased achievements* h 

The engaged time concept is ,a clear and simple one* Unlike 

* - "f ■ , ^ ■ - - ' ^ J - i 

most clear -and simple notions in education, however , this one 

■ - . , ■ ... , .;/ . 9 - - . .... - ■ .;«■ 

repfeatedly discriminate? effective instruction from ineffective, 

& 1 * \ " * . " ■ I \ * 
instruction. ' * " . \ \" * " J * ■ * - \ * ; 

■ *■ A • ■' V; 

* ■ -The second component of direct ^instruction ^ocu^es off teadher 
' monitoring behaviors * that insure that 'pupils* Qtice engaged, -wifl.1 ' 

remain engaged* These behaviors imply teacher-pupil interactions 

■ ' * > , "\ - ■ - * 
withmhich reading professionals have traditional ly^demonait rated ^ 



^pm€u£iacomfDrt>_Imt^haL^ - 

• » • - * ■ ^ V' ■ t ^ ^ 

' contexts in both primary grades (Anderson, Evertson, % Brophy, ~* 

, 1979) at# remedial^ secondary classrooms (Sfeallings, Note 12). They 

, ^ * * " * ■> ' , . L * 

indicatd that t£e most effective teachers are those^who arS the * * 
most structure^,' the most in control, an£ the most directive* These 
arethe teachers who mpnitor pupils 1 activities closely,^ who call 

Hfor frequent repetition, and who drill/ Thlse aife the teachers 

' ^ v" ^ " \. < ; * - v * : ' " 

Who move in smalJL &teps, Who teach to over-learning, and Who elicit 

"■ ' * ^ " ,# % j *■ * " ** - ■ *" 

response from a^d provide feedback to feach individual student ; 
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(Berliner, 1979; Uosenshine, 1979} Brophy, Note 13), Such teacher * 

interaction is called "high structuring** by Gage C1978) while Good 

(Note % 14) prefers^to call it "active teaching." Regardless* of its 

labels however, the data indicate that these behaviors do distinguish 

effective Ipasic-skills teachers from ineffective ones* 

In summary, direct instruction create^ Opportunity tx> learn by 

engaging pupils and J>y insuring that such engagement is maintained* 

Perhaps, Koeler*s (1977) statement about direct instruction is the 

most descriptive: """"" * ■ * 

In this model, the teacher supervises \ 
lessons and workbook activity, allows 

-JLittle, free tiae or, unsupervised student 

desk work- and clearly communicates . 
H the goals of. the lessons to'the students, 
k The tether decides what flctiviti^s will 
* i B . * ,takd pirate, but'thfe students art 

actively* involved in the .lesson* .Content 
Coverage is extensive, and questions- 
r tend to be focused at, a low cognitive 
leyell These questions are geared" to * 
infdrtiatibn which should already be 
■known rather than to that which can -be 
deduced or .guessed* Teacher .reinforce-* * 
ment rapidly, follows ^nopt answers, 
-* 'Learning is organized around questions, 
* posed by the teacher or materials* 

provided, by the teacher. Teacher*- y 
• student interactions are dir€qt aftd 
— ac^demical^^prieht^ej K - " » 




t Classroom management. Effective teachers are also 'good classroom* 

managers; they Create more opportunity to learn by organizing them- 

selves and the classroom to enhance efficiency and minimize time 

wastage* The - importance of management is stated succinctly by 

Good (Note 13). * ■« * , " 

* * * * ■ " 

Teachers^ managerial abilities . • t 

have been. found to relate positively 4 \ 
to student ^achievement in ey e t ^r process- 
product study conducted to date; . f H ^ 
It ^appears that teacher ^managerial skills - * „ 
are necessary if reasonable "pupil ; , 
. achievement is.tt> occur*" > L , v 



Its Importance In reading particularly Is emphasized by Lelnhardt, 

Zlgmond^and Cooley '(Note 14) f Duffy (Note 15) f Roehler and Schmidt 

(Note ]{j) f ,2igmond f Lelnhard£ f and Cooley (Note 17) f and others who 
» f ■ 

point to the time lost because of poor management, . 

* Management Is another aspect of teaching that caused reading 

# ' ^ ^ ' ' \ 

educators some difficulty* Thlls ,is so for three reasons* - 

$ - • , 

Flrst t reading people seem to .equate classroom management with 

skills-management systems* This Is an erroneous association* 

Classroom management refers to techniques C£of 'generating maximum 

instructional .time; monitoring pupil, progress through, a hierarchy 

* ■ ■ * .. 
of skills may be one aspect of generating mare' Instructional tlme f : 

but the" two concepts^are nb* " svnonymous* 11 - 

Second f the academlc*herltage*of ^readin'g^professionals Is 

closely tied to the tutoring^ students, ^where^.tlme 

management Is- less complex* In contrast to the clinic wher^ the, ~' 

pupil typically receives*, the tut;or*$ Individual attention^ time In 

the classroom Is a limited commodity demanding wtuft Shulmah (Note 9) 

calls y distributional rules* ir Hence t 'the classroom teacher faces 

an ^opportunity-tor learn* 1 problem ^seldom, faced by the- clinician* - 



As Brophy- (Note 18) £*ays. f 



<S8 long as teachers liust deal with / , ^ 

^ ' classes of 25 ox 30 instead of 

tutofing single Individuals^ there a> v f ,X 
* will be trade-offs between meeting 

the needs of any Individual and * \ x 

' * .meeting the needs of other * - 

Individuals or of the class as a ^ r * ' t " l% 

^ - group: . . 

. ' ^ ■ * ' - * * * * ■ . ^ - " 

4 Thlrd f even when treading educators understand the purpose jof 

management, they^tend to reject It because a common tradeoff of 

teachers Is to use routines as -a way to maximize instructional 



time and, to some people, routines imply mechanistic teacher* 
pupil relationships This is unfortunate since, rather than 
inhibiting humanistic interactions, routines are the vehicles 



effective teachers,use to "distribute" time so th^t they -are 

personally* engaged in as many meaningful interactions as possible, 

while keeping traffic manager and disciplinarian interactions to 

a minimum* ' x ~ 

The secret to effective management is the teacher 1 ^ ability^ 

to establish such routines aa preventative measures* As Good 

% (Note 13) .has said: ; : . 

The key behaviors that distinguish good ; 
^ classroom managers are those technique^ .Which , 
preyentmisbehavior by eliciting'', student 
cooperation" in genera^ and involvement; in * * 
\ -assigned work specifically* * * * * 

. 4 y - *" * 1 ' * I 

In addition, according t XQ Anderson, EvertsOn,'and Emmer (in press), , 

the most effective teachers convey the purposefulneas and meaning- 

fulnesi of /academic "activities, instruct students fhje skills' of 

good behavior and select activities that Reflect both students/ 

level of understanding and n^ed for informal ion* / OtWer ^ . 

crucial aspects of management are reported by" Kounin (1970) and* ^ . 

Brophy.and Putnam (1979). *■ * * * 1 

" In short, good management increases opportunity to learn 

(or, more specifically, preserves foij- instructional^ purposes * 4 * 

**** 1 - 

larger amounts bf the allocated instructional time)* The "strdng ' 
* * *:\ * 

*- - ■" ^ # * 

relationship between management, instruction, and greater learning 

outcomea has caused Brophy .(Note 1» to auggest that management skills 

are closely linked with instructional skills— that good instructors 

tend to be good managers and vice. Versa. ' Hence, classroom ttana^e- 

ment is one of the, behavior clusters that distinguishes effective 



teachers from ineffective ones* 

* . *■ 

Psychological conditions* . Discussion of opportunity to learn 

is often confined to the purely physical notion of. time and time use* 

*■ * a x * 

However f research on teaching also suggests that effective teachers 
create psychological dpportunities. to learn aa well as physical ones* 
.These psychological conditions create a climate that encourages 
p^upils to make, maximum use of the time provided and-include expec- 
tations, efficacy, and. success experiences* 

Expectancy is the teacher's perception of how much (and how 
quickly! *a studeiJfc can be expected to learn* Studies by McDonald 

,and Eli$tf (Note -20), "and Brookover, Schweitzer, Schneider, *Beady, 

& ' h \ ' / 

-Flood, and Wisenbaker (19/3) in the United 1 States T and by Rutter t , 

Maughan, Martimoi;e, Ouston, and Smith (1979) in the United Kingdom 

all indicate that effectiveness is distinguished from ineffective- 

ness by the teacher's belief that students can ap<3[ do learn** 

t * 

Efficacy^ is also a type of expectancy, but it refers to 'the 

;- t. 

teacher's perception of his/her ability to be successful as a 
teache^ and the level of effort and persistance exhibited as a 
result. Reports by Brophy and 'Evertson (1976) and by Good 
(Note 13) support the importance of efficacy* As Brophy (Note 19) 
says; + " /f 

Topically , the more successful teachers 
have'a "can do 11 attitude, perceiving their 
students .as capable o£ learning the. t 
material and themselves as capable of 
teaching it to them effectively* These 



teachere^sgt higher goals than other ^ 
" teachersT^nd Jihey are more persistant' 
, in laboring to : meet these.goals and / 

^ overcoming- obstacles if necessary. % 

*± , * 

The third psychological condition is student success. When * 

** i i ^ ^ 

students are. engaged in tasks at which they are successful* they 
achieve more than when they are engaged in tasks at which they 
are unsuccessful* This concept is so Crucial that? the Beginning 
Teacher Education Study researchers,, prime investigators of time 
as it relates to teacher effectiveness (Fishes et al. f 1980) t 
include success as part Oj. tjieir definition of engaged time* The- 
Implication of couree t is that time dpent engaged in an excessively 
difficult task creates negative pupil behaviors that impede oppor- 
tunity to learn* In addition* p^pil success is' tied to*improved 
puptT >> Mtitudes* As Fisher. et al* (1980) state t - 

-- ** & - i - * 

It is interesting to note, th&t the; high' 1 
success component of learning is associated (• > 
With more positive student attitudes., ^ ^ ! 

, , Successful students probably 'enjoy . y * 

learning morebecause of theirs success* 
Failure, even when *it is only occasional, 
appears to result in more negative 
attitude. , r 

- * - , ■ < \ 

Brophy (Note 21) concurs;* saying* "Students consistently given work 

that is -too difficult for them cain be expected to give up and 

■ ** " 1 * . * j * 

* ' . ; ■■ - * 

eventually to become 'motivation problems* f " " - ! 

... < 

In.supnary* effective teachera* apparently motivate by letting 

pupils-know that they are capable of learning t by exuding 

■ - * . ** 

confidence in their own capacity to provide uaeful assistance to 



pupils and by assigning tasks at which pupils can succeed^ there- 
by making the prophecy come true* Other psychological., conditions 

may be the teacher's acknowledgement to. pupils of the difficulty 

- . . " - ; r ' J ' 

of a learning task (Puffy &^Sherman f 1977; Green, Dote 22) and the 

matching of student and teacher styles (Brophy t Note 18)* 

Summary of opportunity- to- learn findings * ■ The teacher effective- 
ness research, particularly as it relates to basic-skills instruction*. 

indicates that teacher behaviors that create opportunity ^ learn 

* ■ ** 

are crucial for^producing growth in pupil achievement (and, to some 

extent f attitudes)* Properly understood,, these findings can help 

improve reading instruction* 

Unfortunately t however t they aire not always properly under~ 
stood* For instance, it' is sometimes believed that the opportunity- 
to^leam findings represent support for discrete teaching behaviors 
in the tradition, of ^ competency-based instructii>tt when^^n fact, 
the \fin<liiij£l refute the concept of generio teaching, behaviors 4 In' 
favor of constellations qr: clusters of behavior (Brophy, 1979 ; . v 
6ooa»^o f te 13). It is sometimes believed', that these findings will 
encourage the mandating of prescriptive algorithms -which will 

Tke the teaghef mechanistic and non-huihaniafcifc when, in fact, 
teaching researchers such as Gage, ,(1978) t ^.Gpod (Note 13) and 
Fenstermacher (1980) argue eloquently for teacher judgment in 
implementing the findings* Some people believe, that phonics, 



is emphasized to the detriment of comprehension when, in fafct, 

successful comprehension programs such as the Kamehameha Project 

- - . ^ ~ i * ■ \ * * f * 

reflect opportunity to learn findings, (Au, Note 23; Sloat* Note 24;- 

Thorp t Note 25)* There is a belief thet * >, findings apply to all 
reading instruction when, in fact t they spply only to basic 
-skill" situations (Brophy, Note 18; Good, Note 13)'. Some people believe 
that the behaviors associated with opportunity.* to leam sre 
universal truths when, iiyfact, effective teaching varies accord-^ 
iiig to a multiplicity p£ contextual factors tBropby, Note 18; Good/ 
Note 13; Peterson, 1979)* finally, there is ttiWJbelief that the 
findings are generated exclusively by behaviorists when, In fact, 
research on teaching reflects an interdisciplinary balance between * 

behaviorists, cognitive psychologists, anthropologists, sociologists, 

■ ■* ■ 

educators, and others. 

The message, I*hope, is^ clear* Collaboration between reading 
and teaching researchers requires accurate interpretation of what 
the opportunity to learn findings do and do not imply* 

Teaching as Technical Behavior 

Researchers on teaching have long felt that teachers ought to 

V " f ■ * , . , 

be reflective* They have pointed to the rebellion of teachers 
involved with " teacher-proof* reading programs as evidence of what 

happens when a teasher f s rationality is stifled, and they have 

*\ - 

assumed that teaching is guided by reasoned rather than^ conditioned 

J ^ I ' ' 

oi^reactive behavior*, This belief, together with the emerging 



interest 



in cognitive * psychology and. cognitive information processing, 
has led many researchers on teaching to look beyond direct instruction, 



management, and psychological conditions to determine^ the goals f 

* / ■ ^ * $ - * 

intentions t judgments, decisions, and information processing that 

undergird the behavior associated with teaeher effectiveness*^ 

. ,Jn short, teacher effectiveness researchers have begun- to examine 

the nature of 4 teacher rationality on the assumption that their 

behavior must be guided by vhat they think* . - • 

■* 1 • ' - • * ■ • . • ■ 

Parallel studies in reading have hypothesized that theories and 
models of reading influence a teacher's instruction (Harste & Burke, 
1977; Kamil & Pearson, 1979; Buike t Burke, & Duffy, Note 26), that, 
clinical ?nd remedial decision making in reading reflect a rational 
model (Vinsorihaler f Note 27) t and that^ teachers, can reflectively 
apply diagnostic-prescriptive techniques in teaching reading (Duffy t 
Sherman, & Roehler, 1977)* 

Such interest in^tha^teacher'Vmental life has produced two 
major categories of research on^teacher thinking* They focus on 
the teacher as a planner and on the teacher as a decision maker* 

The teacher as a y^anner * Clark and Yinger (Note 1 28) have re- 
viewed virtually all the planning research* They report that 
Heachers^ do not think about planning in the vay researchers have 

assumed* Rather than following the objective-based, linear model of 
planning promoted in most teacher education programs t teachers 
apparently initiate planning, by selecting an activity that they then 
fit to the time available and to other constraints* Only then t 
somewhat as an afterthought t do they consider what specific skills 
or processes the students may learn by pursuing this, activity* 
Other reviewers and researchers (Brophy t Note 21; Morine-Dershimer, 
Note 29; Joyce t Note 30) also indicate that plans are made activity- 
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focused and routine In order. to expedite teacher monitoring functions 
and to insure ease of jsianagement. In short, the research on planning 

* " ' * t , , 

pictures teachers as technicians who manage activities rather than 
as professionals who reflectively select strategies and tactics 
to achieve 1 particular goals* , , 

- The teacher as a decision ma j ker\ Like planning^ the concept of 

the teacher as an interactive decision maker reflects the ideal of 

1 - ■ - - - ^ ■ \ 

rational teachar behvaviot. As described by Clairk and Xinger (Note^28) f 

't Interactive decisis malting refers 1 ' to — * 

decisions made during the act of teaching* " 
The teacher is seen as constantly assessing * $ 

*the situation, processing information, 
about the situation f making decisions 

' about what to-do next, guiding action 
on the* |>asis, of the decisions, : and 
observing the effectiveness of the * 
action on students* \ — < f 

* While laboratory ^research appears to substantiate the concept 
of interactive decisionmaking £Borko, Co^e t Riissb, & Shavelson t 1979) f , 

' classroom observation studies indicate that, teacifets are not as 
reflective on^the job as had been assumed. Instead* as noted by 

. Joyce -(Note 30) t teachers tend to emphasize the ^tnkintenaice of oh-going 
activity flow in the classroom rather than interactive decisionmaking* 
In, reading particularly t the apparent lack of decision making during 
the Interactive stage hss led fiuike (Note j 31) and Duffy and Mclntyre 

* (Note 32) to characterize the teacher as a ."technician" and as 

"activity-driven*" Durkin*s (1979) study*of classroom comprehension 

<< 

instruction (or t father; the^ lack thereof) further suggests the absence 
of substantive instructional decision ntaking t as* does the report by 



• < . \ ■ * 

- \ ' \ ' ' ■ 

Tierney and Pearson (Kot^ 33) that teachers object to open-ended 

comprehension>questions*in the basal text* > . 

Possible causes of technical behavior . These findings ab'qut 

tescher planning -and decision* making are difficult to accept because 

researchers want to believe that teachers ,are Baling theiAactions 

on rational instructional "models* However, they are* not soVsurprising 

when examined from the standpoint of ^classroom realities generally 

and reading instruction in particular. 

* . Consider classrocm realities." The first reality id 

that failure to establish an ofr-going activity flow results in serious 

behavioral management difficulties* Consequently f teachers convert 

^eomplex and potentially explosive group of 30 children into a 

predictable Trid^simp lifted routine that can be monitored with* 

relative ease (Brophy t Note 21) Shav^lspn f Note 34). Jackson (1968) 

summarises the situation best when he describes the teacher's concern 



as* 



making some kind of educated guess 
about what would be a beneficial activity 
for a student or group of students and 
then doing whatever i$ necessary to see 
that the participants remain involved in 
that activity* The, teacher's goal t in 
other words t is student involvement rather 
than student learning* It, is true t of 
course t thafy the teacher hopes that the 
* environment will result in certain 
fundamental changes in the students* 
The learning is f in this sense f a by* 
prodtictW a secondary goal rather than 
the thing about which the teacher. iQ most 
ditectly concerned*'. 



3econd f as both Bfcophy (Note 21) and Shavelson ($ote,34) 

^suggest, technical teacher- behavior makes sense in terms of cog- 

■* . ' r " * 

nitive information practise ing* Interrupting* an established activity v 
flow In a classroooj to reflect on and consider an alternative . < 

(while simultaneously trying to Keep §0 pupils involved) increases 
significantly the information-processing demands placed on the 
teacher* .In effect t a "cognitive overload 11 occurs and the teacher 
must simply move on/' Most who have taught school for any length o£ 
time admits*that this, indeed f \ is the way it often is. \ . 

A third hypothesis* noted earlier t is that the demands of 
the workplace f whether viewed as the classroom f multiple role attains 
or society at large f account for the paucity of observed teacher 

t reflection during instruction. While, a different kind of decision 

► *- - , . 

making may be occurring In contexts other than public lessons 

> . * . 

(Shulman t Note 9) t the complexities of the workplace severely limit 

interactive decision makipg'* 

Finally* the fourth hypothouis reflecting classroom realities 
is seen in the work of Barnes, Putnam, and Wanous (Note 35)* They 
have created a teacher education program based on the concept 
that prospective teachers must be effective classroom mafia^ers 
before they can be effective^nstructors* In<- effect', they are 
saying that classroom management must be automatic 
in order for teachers to make room in their information process- 
ing apparatus for interactive decision making* Hence , teachers 
who must consciously attend to the technical demands of manage- 
ment become technicians} If these tasks become automatic, the 
teacher is free to concentrate on instructional decision-making* 



Ttie nature of reading instruction itself can help , v * *- 

* * v 
explain why so many teachers look, like technicians* 

First t in an^lyzitfg^the research Being conducted at the 
Institute for Research on Teaching on clinical, reading diagnosis 
and .the data that repeatedly indicate that practicing and 

certified diagnosticians are no£ even reliable with themselves, 

<t 

much less with one" another, Brophjr (Note 21) suggests that the 
fault lies with the primitive nature of our, knowledge base in 
reading* In other words, heading teachers have difficulty being 

reflective because there is not enough reading knowledge to allow 

r - - - * * * 

them to be specific and truly diagnostic* Hence,- they mutft be 

technicians* As Brophy (Note 21) savs, 

In educational diagnosis and remediation, 
it is as if we are treating all patients 
by- telling them to get some rest, take 
aspirin and drink a lot of fluids no 
.matter what their problem* * • Until 
we develop a knowledge-base to support ^ 
more truly diagnostic and -remedial 
procedures, I do not think that w$ can 
expect much from even ^experts" let ■ 
alone .ordinary classroom teachers* 

Second, reading teachers may behave like technicians because of the 

prominent role played by materials, particularly the basal textbook 

(Clark & Yinger, Note 28; Osborne & Shirejr, Note 36)* Teachers are 
\ 

encouraged ana often mandated to use basals, but these materials 
themselves are designed for use by technicians* The teacher's 
guide, as recently noted by Durkin (JUchey, Note 37), provides many 
more practice activities than instructional suggestions, and the ( ^ 

texts, workbooks, and other materials are all designed to^be used 

1 1 

in a question-and-answer, recitation format* As my colleagues 



and" I have been discovering in our^ research on teacher conceptions 

■ * * ■ . . 

of- reading (BuiJce,, Burke, Duffy, Bote 26), the' basal materials 
> rather than theoretical considerationa, rational models^or 

* v * ^ . * * \ • 

■ A , ■ * 

reflective procedures dominate teacher thinking because t^als 

a£d in : resolving management concerns while siou^Ltaneoualy being 

I \ ' * 

professionally acceptable* » . 

Third t teachera behave as technicians because researchers 

inadvertently promote such behavior* It is not unusual* for instance, 

for the teacher" to be described aa a mediator of materials (Gage, 

* ■ r , * * ' . • " 

1978); for* instruction to be characterized as .technology "(Barr 

; " . j * '/ 

& Dreban f 1977); for teachers to be seen as^little more than 

-a. 3 ---..-/ 

cuatodians of curriculum; for methods texts and aessions at 
professional reading conferences to emphasize actlvitiesf j^raes, and 
drilla, designed for recitation formats; for methods courses to 
promote auch patterned teacher monitoring behavior as SQ3R and the 
Directed*Reading Leefsonj and for good comprehenaion instruction to 
be, equated with "asking the right questions, 11 which, as Durkin (1979) 
points put, is really just an assessment technique* Even prominent 
reading professionals such as Barr and Durkin tend to equate 
instruction vith the essentially technical taak of inatructipnal 
pacing (Ba'tr, 1973-74) and use of teacher's guides (Richey, Note 37)* 



3 ^ -* 
It aome times sounds like reading educators are recommending that 

once otte or another aspect of the reading process gets into the cur* 
riculum, the rest will take care of itself* Consider t for instance t 
ColtheaVt's (1976) diamiasal of teachers in favor of curriculum when 
discusaing e^rly. readers in a recent publication entitled "Reading 
Research: Advances in, Theory and practice; 1 ' t 
* " * « . ¥ - 

The fact is that reading teacher's practices' are \ 
*• what they are* All readers, early 6r non-early, 

pdss through a achool curriculum, and if this 
curriculum is such that it eliminated the advan- m 
tages that early readers initially had, that is 
^ that: early reading is simply beneficial* 



* Finally * - reading teachers may 3>ecome technicians in self- 
defense. Not only do teacher education programs supply prospective 
readjjig teachers vith little dth£r than technical "tricks of the 

„ s " > " ' • 

trade* they often give the impression that reliicpant readers 
can be transformed into fluent readers simply by, caring atiotft them* 
by lettin^them H l h earn fib read by reading' 1 or by letting .reading 
acquisition happen naturally. Good (Note *13) addresses this issue 
when he.auggests th^t teacher (education programs may contribute to 
low teacher efficacy by giving prospective and* in-service, teachers 
unrealistic expectations about what to expect when teaching reading. 

As he says, * * , • • 

* ■ * ** ■' 

Teachers need to understand that teaching 
is a very tough but feasible task* - - \ 

Teachers,*- expectations^ £ or simple 

, solutions to" problems^can ^turn into * 
'anger* frustration and,, ultimately* 
withdrawal in the face^pf .classroom , 
realities.-,* *t - \. /, 

- * ■ ' ' .- " ' " - ' * *- — 

In ahort* teachers may be technicians because that's, what they're 

taught to be. They are told that reading acquisition, is a natural . 

* * ■ . , ■ - 

phenomenon requiring little teacher effort or guidance* ,and they , 

are given instructional auggestions that limit their actions to 

BKjnitoring and reacting . rather than presenting* stimulating* and 

guiding. When teachers have been prepared in this way and are then 

faced with the realities of classroom life* what recourae do, they - 

have but to become technicians? * * 

Summary of technical behavior . In sum* the above findings con- 

tradict aome cherished beliefs about teacher's reflective behavior. 

Rather than, being driven by £oal-or;Lented and theoreticallyrconsistent 

* instructional models > teachera appear to be preoccupied with 

activities - that maintain activity flow. Consequently, teachers 

look like .technicians and managers rather than like reflective 

- » * 
'professionals* ■ \ 3/* 



There are, however, three points, that*temper th±s conclusion*- 
The first t as noted above, is that 'teacher educators may well 

■ * 

be contributing to the creation of stich technical behavior and t 
must be prepared to do more than simply condemn it* 4 

* ^Second, it must be noted that the -generally unpalatable 
picture of the teacher as a technician 'is nevertheless real* 



These data illustrate the fact t 



hat the teacher is a normal person 



who, despite frailties and limited resources t must cope with that 

- - ♦ - I ^ 

fluid, complex, demanding and potentially volatile place called a 

1 ! 

classroom* While the findings may be alien In terms of a reading 
researcher f s schema, th<?.y are no less valid for that* 

Finally, Good (Note 13), Fenstermacher (1980>, and McDonald 

: - ' / 

(1977) suggest that the ultimate keyfto true teacher effectiveness 
mayHLie with teacher judgment in rationally applying suggested 

J * t ■ • ■ 

^ " r i " - 1 

findings rather than in unquestioningly applying algorithm^ an<f 
prescriptions* "While good technicians may be more effective than 
poor technicians t the ultimate in- effective teaching will require 
more than technically competent teachers, * * * . 

Summary of Teacher Effectiveness Findings , - 

In some ways,' it is overly simple. to summarize the paqt decade r 
of research on teaching in just two conclusions about opportunity 
to learn and teaching aa technical behavior^ Hpwfever, these 
conclusions capture the essence of the reality of classroom life, 
and it is this reality that- is the major contribution, of research 
on teaching* With these conclusions as a base, researchers can 

' -■ I r 

\ - ■ 

hopefully move to studies that-not„only describe what, id currently 

* 

considered effective teaching, .but also what effective teaching 
can ultimately become* 



Implications for the Reading Profession , 

S ; ^ \ ^ ; 

The teacher effectiveness research places much of the^ ready- 
ing profession squarely between sssumptions about "yhat ought 1 to b< 
and the reality of "what is\" On the one hand t sonta people argue 
that reading acquisition ougtit to be a personalized interaction 
between child and text that develops with little artificial 
intervention from teachers, and that teachers should function 
in indirect and unstructured ways because jfchey are reflective 

professionals* In contrast, the research on teaching suggests 

i * 
that effective teachers of reading (.especially beginning reading) 

generate opportunity to ledim by establishing efficient management f 

structured learning, and psychological conditions., and that they 

keep their sanity by deliberately minimizing the need for 

"in-f light" decisions. 

The conflict between "What ought toji^^md "what is" is a 

painful one* If left unreeo^edT^it can weaken. chances for 

collsborative^^rkrlmrolving reading and teaching reeearchers* 

Since the^goal of *this paper, is to build collaboration, the 

following implications are presented in terms -of how research 

f 

on teaching can help shape reading education efforts, influence. 

reading research, and provide collaborative agendas for the / 

/ 

future* J I 

■ . : ' .." < ' *v • / 

Teacher Education < 1 / 

. . V 
The first implication of research on teaching is that 

communication with JV prospective and in-service teachers must in* 

elude acknowledgement of the realities of classroom life. To 

* y ■ > * . ■ 
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prepare reading teachers without giving adequate attention qo 
direct instruction^ management f psychological conditions, and 
the curreirf: limitations in the classroom teacher*s information- 
processing capacities results in a distorted picture of what the * 

world of the classroom is really like t Ultimately, a backlash \ 

* *" * " _ 

occUrs; the schema of, the reading educator conflicts so dramatically 

-.If 

with the % practi£ionerV schema that the entire message about read* 
ing is rejected* If the goal of educators is to have teachers apply 
the emerging findings about the/reading process f they must present 
these findings within points of contact representing the ex- 
periences teachers have had in /the real world of classrooms, / 
Failure to do this/ risks the rijection by teachers of all the * 
potential benefits of reading ^research* 

Second t the teacher effectiveness findings must f be examined 
not^only for the clues they provide regarcling^ contextually valid ^ 
vehicles in which messages about *~he nature of reading can be 

t - * * ■ y " ■ 

embedded t but for their potential in helping teachers become v . ' 
better reading instructors* In short t reading educators must 
help teachers not only with the nature* of What is taught (at Shul- 
maVs third -level) but with\how it is best taught (the first and 
second levels)** This means' that they must deal with the , pedagogical 
problems, inl^rent in equitably distributing opportunity to .learn 
among 30 children and with how teachers are to find room in their 
already over-crowded cognitive worlds for the information- processing 
demands inherent in the instructional recommendations reading 
educators m&..£ t \ ^ 1 



Third, reading edueiitors^^ 



as the strengths, of their instructional findings* A ipajor limitation 
is that effective teaching in one context ia not necessarily effective 

, tgatihijig in another* Consequently, riding educators must help' 

* * ■ * 

* . ■ * 

teachers exercise judgment La applying teacher* effectiveness 

? - f ' -. - 

findings to appropriate contexts and should avoid, promoting universal 

theories ancJ models of reading instruction that Imply the uae of 

identical Instruction in all cornexts* 

Finally, reading .educators must recognize -that the findings on 

teaching present only a partial "picture- of instruction* The most 

glaring 'example of this "is the preoccupation with Carroll's concept 

of "opportunity to learn fl and the relatively minor emphasis on 

"quality of instruction/ * In effect, the weight of the quantita- 

tive time-use data haa caused reaearchejra of teaching? to equate 

quality with maximized opportunity to learn* Virtually no 

research hae been conducted that examines uffects of the qualitative 
guidance or assistance teachers of fer as 'a prelude to or aa pajrt 
of the ^structured direct ^Lnatructiori "activities, norjhaa anyone 

examined the ways opportunity to learn might be modified aa a reault 

of teacher guidance* I personally suspect that one reason why 'so many 

■ , ' + - 

teachers conduct mechanical recitation sessions is that they have no 

* - r - , 

♦concept of hew to qu^J^ativeiy assist pupils in their learning* They 
only know how to keep them, on'.task. As Good and Brophy (1978) 7 state, 

1 Teachers * sometimea* act* as * if the 
students are suppoaed to learn on/ their \ 
own with no help from them* * ;,Such 
! m behavior represents' a fundamental . 

failure t *ipprsciate the teacher's ' * 
basic role. The teacher is in the 

classroom, to instruct* * * 

>\ • '• . . ' .41 , , 
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Instruction ia more than creating opportunity to learn* Research 

-tttt-t-Mehinfl , unfortunatel y, provi des little specific assistance 

regarding this additional dimension of teaching, 

' I " ■ '« 

Reading Research ; 

Teacher effectiveness findings suggest four implications'* 

for reading research* . * , 

- " x 

First, reading research^ that, focuses on instruction should, 

at the minimum, demonstrate an awareness of classroom realities 

and control for crucial teaching variables/ Conducting research 

on the teaching of .inferencing without controlling engaged time is 

one example of how ignoring findings on teaching can taint research 

on- reading, to compare teachers of reading without attempting to 

account for efficacy is, another, and conducting reading research 

i 

r 

in laboratory contexts or with college students tad suggesting 

how the findings shouli be applied in elementary classrooms is 

yet another* Researchers of reading, especially those studying * 

comprehension, have an obligation to either control for the 

realities of instruction in the design of the study or to acknowledge 

their absence when reporting tne data* 

Second, reading researchers, like teacher effectiveness 
researchers, must begin looking more systematically at various 
contexts* The results of research on teaching speak clearly to 



the point that what is true at one grade level with one ability 
group in one socioeconomic setting is not necessarily true for 
another* Sweeping generalizations cannot be made about teaching • 
generally, and they, cannfct be made for reading instruction in 
particular* Consequently t conducting reading- research in multiple 
contexts is essential* ; ♦ 

Third t reading researchers should consider making greater • 
use of qualitative research designs* To date t descriptive research 
has been little used by reading researchers t particularly those, 
studying reading comprehension instruction* However, a program 
of such research would go a long way in informing comprehension 
researchers of the complexities of classroom instruction, the 
limitations of teachers 1 information-processing capacities "under 
fire, 11 and the realities within which laboratory findings must, 
be ^applied* 

Finally, reading researchers should consider strengthening' 
their research 'programs by adding practitioners/ to their research 

teams* Thi's does not mean the addition of former practitioners 
who are currently graduate students training to become researchers* 
Such people, of course, are*expected to .emulate* researchers and, 
as such,, can hardly be expected to represent practitioners* 
Instead, practitioners should be hired us practitioners and 
shqulf 1 be charged with the responsibility of insuring relevance 
and reality in research designs and in the conclusions drawn 
from findings*. This is not a pie~in~the-sky notion. Sucli 
teacher collaborators arc an Integral part of the research J 
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-proj^ctH-conduclred at thesis tit ut e^£dr™Re s ca rch-oiv-Teach ing 

and their impact on research qu&lity has been significant* 

• 

Future Cooperative Ventures ■ 

Research on reading is a dynamic field* and so is research on 

* * * 

teaching* Thfi nature of schooling dictates that the ultimate 
agenda for both communities 4 is a shared one—applying findings** 
in classrooms to improve instruction* This shared agenda dould 
t be expedited kv collaborative ventures* While the possibilities , 
^for such cc>operation are extensive, the following five examples 
are illustrative. * - , 

One of the differences heretofore separating the two 

research communities has been the respective object of focus* 

• T 

Reading researchers have focused on the curriculum and the 
learner; teaching researchers have focused on the teacher and 

instruction* Recently, however, each research community has 

* 

become more interested in the other's object of focus ad findings 

* ■ \ 
have pointed more ,'and more to the complex Jjiteraation -of- learner 

variables, teacher variables and, in reading, text variables* 

As Brophy (Note 18) points but, "the development and merging 

of these interests should- fuel a major trend inthe 1980s*" 

Certainly, reading and teaching researchers should collaborate in 

this trend* 

Second, the affective goals of sctwoling will be a major 
research thrust in , the next few years* Little is currently known 
about what constitutes effective teaching in this area* However, 



reading researchers, tjith their interest in comprehension as a 



personalized process and in affective responses to leisure reading, 
have much to contribute to collaborative research in this area* 

Third, teacher effectiveness research is always bound by 
outcome .measures * This is especially so in reading, as evidenced 
by past controversies regarding what constitutes achievement (see 
House, Glass, McLean; & Walker, 1978, for one example) and by current 
debates regarding the validity of using standardized test measures in 
teacher effectiveness research. While tlk nature of the context 
will always exert some influence on the type of outcome measure 
used in future studies, additional effort will nevertheless be 
needed to identify appropriate outcome measures in reading, 
particularly in terms of the affective and personalized dimensions 
of language learning* This is another area that clearly calls 
for collaboration among reading and teaching researchers* . 

A fourth potentially profitable area of collaboration " A 

\ - 

springs from the emerging findings <pn text processing and meta 
comprehension* Both imply the. use of hueristics to help learners 
become more aware o£ and systematic about their language pro* 
cessing* Researchers from the reading and teaching communities 
could collaborate in this area to determine tihat role the taacher 
should play In presenting such hueristics to Children. It would 
seem particularly important to insure that this not become^yet 
another example of recommending patterned, technical, monitoring 

\ 

behavior to teachers*' 

o Finally, the most important collaborative reading* teaching 

j ^ - 

effort involves moving beyond structured opportunity to learn 
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toward Carroll's concept of "quality of instruction." More 



specifically, the reading and teaching -comffi«nit-iea^should"Con*- 
v ^ ceptualize and test various guidance and asaistance strategies 

that teachers pf reading camprehensjLo^qan use to go beyond 
$ r < ' the sssessment tsctics noted by D^fcKfn (1974) snd the recitstion 
pstteriis noted by Duffy snd McIn^S^^ote &2) L snd towsrd whst 
Jarr snd Dreebsn CL977) describe a's "presenting subject 
©atter clearl^MTisibly, audibly, and understsndaliiy 1 " 
and what Durkin' CL979) defines ss instruction* - Although the 
resding profession has trs<iitioually given little attention to - 
this aspect of teaching, now is the tine to do so* ( 

The following five embryonic descriptions of instructionsl 
guidance 4Bgjr aerve aa a starting point, ,^!£hey represent a 
conceptual cycle* At the beginning point are those conceptiona 
of teaching that involve little guidance beyond mechanical devicea " 
such as pacing and content covered (Barr, 1973*74)* Here, the. 
teacher ia little more than a reactive responder who coordinated 
inatrucdion by adjusting pace to learning ratea of pupila* In 
.addition to ttife fact that pacing is probably more a function of 
activity flow and management than of teaching (and, jjierefore, * 
emphaaizes the teacher *s role aa a technician), such conceptions 
of teaching offer little guidance to pupila* Providing little 
additional guidance but reflecting a lesa technical role for the 
teacher ia the position espoused by Goodman ^Note 38) and Smith 
(1975) who conceive of the teacher as a facilitator who avoids 
formal inatruction ,and -allows children to learn to read by 



Interacting with books and language" in natural, unconstrained, and 



uncontrived ways* At the middle points of the cycle are tvo 



positions* Closest to^the Goodman-Smithconcept are Tierney and 



Pearson (Note 33).^o emphasize the personalized nature of coratfrl^ 
hension but also see the teacher as providing guidance tn&p 



manner pf a "tour guide on a journey to the center of the 
minfl*" Representing more, teacher direction and assistance is the 

. \ 

position. described by Duffy and Sherman (1977) and by Duffy and 

* \ ■ 

■ - ... \ 

% filler (Note 39) in which the teacher is proactive in presenting 

■ j \ 

cues and gradually diminishing assistance to guide pupils toward 



desired comprehension learnings* Finally* there is the concept 



\ 



tion of Backer, Engleaan* ,and Carnine OL979) in vhich the teacher 
exercises extensive control in directing pupil responses » even to 
the extent of requiring responses from pupils in unison* 
Hence* vhile this latter view may represent the ultimate in 
guidance* it also cdtiipletes the cycle by coming back to the 
teacher as a technician who* in this case* often follows a 
prepared script when teaching* 

— While contextual influences suggest that no particular 
concept of teaching will .be equally effective in all situations, 
it is intuitively obvious that teachers who provide assistance 
will create more success than those who simply structure ff oppor- 
tunity to learn 11 or who leave pupils to learn by natural means* 
Pursuit of such quality instruction is* in my view, the most 
important way In Which the two research communities can collabor- 
ate in the future* 



Conclusion 



Regardless of- their particular research backgrounds, the 
reading and teaching communities share a desire to create more 
effective schooling, particularly as it relates to language 
learning* Collaboration among the two research groupa can help 
us reacts this goal* Despite apparent disparities between reading 
educators 1 assumptions about classrooms and the findings from 
research on teachings a schema-match based upon common points 
of contact is possible* Hopefully, this pape? provides a 
beginning* - i r - ; " ; 
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